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705—FACTS OR FICTION? 


CarsTEN Perer ThiepE 


In a recent review article, Daniel B. Wallace argues against the identi- 
fication of the papyrus fragment 705 from Qumran Cave 7 with a passage 
from the Gospel of Mark (Mark 6:52-53).! He was not the first and he will 
not be the last scholar to do so. This is quite legitimate, of course. What 
remains puzzling, though, is the attempt to treat the case as a minority 
problem espoused by two scholars (O'Callaghan in Spain and Thiede in 
Germany) and “many conservatives” (p. 180). Is it really too much' to 
expect that in a paper published in 1994, the detailed analysis by the great 
papyrologist Herbert Hunger of Vienna, Austria, published in 1992? in 
favour of Mark 6:52-53—and already answering the objections raised by 
Wallace—should have been noticed? Does one have to remind readers of 
the fact that other renowned experts, such as the papyrologists Sergio Daris 
and Orsolina Montevecchi, have spoken out in favor of Mark? The latter, 
author of the standard introduction to papyrology? and, at present, Honor- 
ary President of the International Papyrologists* Association, accepted the 
Markan identification of 705 as early as 1973 and did so again last summer, 
in quite unmistakable terms.* 

Daniel B. Wallace asks the decisive question at the end of his paper: 
**Will we fairly examine the evidence, or will we hold the party line at all 
costs?”” Let us begin by accepting the tendency of the present debate (that 
is, in favor of the Markan identification), rather than ignore it. And let us 
stick to the facts. 

Why is there such a continuous interest in 705? Because my “earlier 
writings have almost completely fallen on deaf German ears,”” as Wallace 
claims? Hardly, since they were received internationally and translated 
into several languages. 1 suppose it is because the arguments in the case just 
cannot be dismissed that easily and superficially. Thus, my comparison of 
705 with P” (John 18:31-33, 37-38) does not serve the purpose, as Wallace 


' D. B. Wallace, “705: The Earliest NT Papyrus?” W TJ 56 (1994) 173-80, in review of 
C. R Thiede, The Earliest Gospel Manuscript? The Quiran Fragment 705 and lts Significance for New 
Testament Studies (Exeter: Paternoster, 1992). 

? H. Hunger, “705: Markus 6,52--53-—oder? Die Meinung des Papyrologen,” in Christen 
und Christliches in Qumran? (ed. B. Mayer; Regensburg: Pustet, 1992) 33-56. 

20. Montevecchi, La papirologia (2d ed.; Milan:Vita e Pensiero, 1988). 

 “Ricerchiamo senza pregiudizi,” interview with Stefano Paci, in 30 Giorni,” 12/ 7-8 
(1994) 75-76: “No credo Ppossano esserci dubbi circa Pidentificazione del 705” (p. 75). 
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would like to make WT readers believe, of proving that 705 should be 
accepted as Markan “since [P%] has similar textual “glitches.* ” That is a 
kind of fallacy of analogy no papyrologist would commit. However, and this 
is vital, 705 does not exist in a vacuum. lt is—regardless of its contents— 
part of our Greek textual tradition. Thus, to understand its palaeographical 
and textual characteristics, we simply must compare it to other papyri. 
Comparison is the daily bread and butter of the papyrologist. And, needless 
to say, while a closer look at P% (and indeed P*, unmentioned by Wallace) is 
demanded because of their status as early gospel manuscripts, 1 do also analyze 
the Masada papyrus of Virgil and the Menander fragment from Oxyrynchus, 
and there even are photographs of these “secular” papyri in my book. 

Second, 1 do not “spend an exorbitant amount of space demonstrating 
that 705 should be dated no later than c. 50 cz.” Why should 1? A palae- 
ographical date of c. ap 50 had been acceptable before, and in any case, the 
archaeological date for all Oumran manuscripts—they must be prior to ap 
68—is quite sufficient. In this context, Wallace asserts (note 6) “that a 
scribe's handwriting is not going to change very much over the duration of 
his career.” This is plainly wrong, as he could have noticed by looking at 
a letter or paper he wrote at the beginning of his career, and comparing it 
to his present style. And I wonder why he thinks that 1 would be prepared 
to date Mark's gospel to ap 30 (note 7)? All 1 am saying, and this is pure 
logic accessible to all historians, is simply that the Gospel cannot have been 
written before ap 30, since the resurrection of Jesus, as the last event re- 
corded in it, is the ““terminus post quem.” 

Third, even though Wallace puts this in inverted commas, 1 am not 
saying anywhere that ““you don't have a right to criticize O"Callaghan's 
reconstruction because you haven't seen the fragment.” This would indeed 
be a somewhat elitist stance. What 1 am saying is something different: no 
photograph, whether enlarged, infrared or whatever, can be a substitute for 
the original. I even give a couple of—indisputable—examples of published 
plates where the photographs have led astray. Thus, any statement made 
on the basis of photographs alone must be provisional. It may be correct, 
of course, but it remains provisional. 1 do not think any papyrologist would 
dispute this statement. 

Fourth, Wallace assumes that ““most damaging to O'Callaghan's iden- 
tification is the tau in the place of delta.” And he goes on to claim that there 
are no examples for t1- instead of d1- (as demanded by 705's tLaATEPACav- 
tec for SLarrepacavtes in Mark 6:53), merely for te- / S£-. Again, this is 
wrong. There is a clear contemporary equivalent: the case of tukNG instead 
of Sung in a text dated ap 42; and later, ab 132, even for tiaoo1as instead 
of Suaxoc10ac.3 


5 E T. Gignac, Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods. Vol. I: Phonology 
(Milan: Istituto Editoriale Cisalpino—La Goliardica, 1976) 80-83. 
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Fifth, Wallace plays the popular game of suggesting alternative identi- 
fications. Like Vittoria Spottorno immediately before him,* he fails because 
even undisputed aspects of 7Q5 do not match. Thus, in line 2 of his attempt 
with Philo, De plantatione 135, he must assume a v preceding the spatium, 
whereas there is an 9. Above all, there is no room for the unmistakable 
spatium. And he wisely omits lines 1 and 5 of 705 because nothing on them 
would fit Philo. 

Sixth, 1 do not see why Wallace is so eager to refute other NT identifi- 
cations in Cave 7, against a nonexistent opponent. Not even O"Callaghan 
claimed that other fragments are “certain” —they are too small for that. 
The exception, of course, is 704, identified as 1 Tim 3:16-4:3. But again, 
who says that 704 should be dated ““no later than 50 ce”? 1 certainly do 
not. Palaeographically, it could be c. an 50, but as with 705, the archae- 
-ological terminus ante quem, ap 68, is quite sufficient. And a pastoral letter, 
even if not by Paul himself —who was executed in ap 64 perhaps, or in AD 
67 at the latest—could easily fit into this time scale. By the way, 1 wonder 
why Wallace thinks that an early date is “impossible,” even in italics, for 
any pastoral epistle. Has he read, among others, Gordon D. Fee's com- 
mentary, written, incidentally, by a fellow skeptic as regards 70Q5?7 

Seventh, who says that there was necessarily “a friendly familiarity” 
between the Essenes and the Christians for the former to “hide” the 
Christian texts in Cave 7? Such a scenario, in any case, is only one of 
several possibilities. We have to respect the fact that the first Christians 
continued to see themselves as Jews. Thus, the first Christian writings 
would still reflect an essentially Jewish frame of mind, telling the story 
of the Messiahship of the Jew Jesus, as foretold by the Jewish Tanach. 
Any such texts would have been a legitimate addition to the Qumran 
library. That the Essenes collected Greek language material from out- 
side is an acknowledged fact.8 

Finally, a papyrologist's plea: Can we stop wheeling on the so-called 
argument of the smallness of 7Q5 again and again? Even Wallace cannot 
resist this temptation (p. 179). Equally small or smaller fragments with— 
occasionally —much more severe textual problems have been identified 
without anyone raising as much as an eyebrow The Oxyrhynchus Menander 
which 1 describe in my book is one obvious example, and 702 from the 
“Markan” cave, identified as Letter of Jeremiah 6:43-44, is another. In 
fact, the textual problems caused by 702 are considerably more difficult 


$ V. Spottorno, “Una nueva posible identificación de 705,” Sef 52 (1992) 541-43; C. P 
Thiede, “Greek Qumran Fragment 705: Possibilities and Impossibilities,? Bib 75 (1994) 
394-98. 

7 G.D. Fee, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus (San Francisco: Harper 8: Row, 1984). 

% See E. Tov, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from the Judaean Desert: Their Contribution 
to Textual Criticism,” 778 39 (1988) 5-37, esp. p. 19. 
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than those in 705.2 Should one suspect the unpleasant spectre of double 
standards? Daniel B. Wallace asks for a correct attitude and an end to party 
lines. Here, we do see eye to eye. 
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9 See C. P Thiede, *“Papyrologische Anfragen an 705 im Umfeld antiker Handschriften,” 
in Mayer, ed., Christen und Christliches in Quinran? 57-72, esp. pp. 60-63. 


